Highlights of Analyses on the Education Consolidation
and Improvement Act of 1981

Immediately after the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981
(ECIA) became law, the Department of Education staff prepared a number of
studies and analyses related to the provisions of that Act. Those studies,
beginning 1n fiscal year 1982, focused on the Issues that had been debated
during enactment of the law, and on the planning for and Implementation of
the programs under Chapters 1 and 2 of the ECIA. During fiscal year 1983,
the findings of several studies and analyses of those programs became avail-
able, as did information on the first full year of operation of programs
under the Secretary's Discretionary Fund established by Chapter 2 of the
ECIA.

Issues about Chapter 1 (and Title I) Include the numbers of students being
served, how they and their schools are selected, the nature of services
received by public and private school students, and the effectiveness of
those services. The first year of the block grant called attention to
issues about funds distribution and use. Similar issues pertain to the
first year of the operations of the Secretary's Discretionary Fund.

Highlights of findings about these Issues are Included below while the
separate program chapters in the Annual Evaluation Report discuss each
in more detail.

I.    Findings of Analyses on Chapter 1  (see Report Chapter 101)
o    About students and services

-  Data from the States describing their FY 1982 Part A programs showed
(a) slight declines 1n students  served,  (b) emphasis on  students in
grades 1 through 6 (69X of the students served), and (c) emphasis on
reading (70% of all participants got reading Instruction);

-  Districts reported using varying eligibility definitions and student
selection procedures,    with   44   percent    of   districts   serving   all
eligible public school  students;

-  45   percent   of   the   Nation's   school   districts   had   private   school
students residing 1n Title I  (Chapter 1) attendance areas; 56 percent
of them served the private school  students 1n Title I;

-  Local   educators   used   varying   Instructional   approaches   but mostly
pulled students  from their regular classes for Title I activities,
but use of in-class approaches was increasing;

-  Local   educators  perceived the   same   flexibility   1n   Chapter   1   for
selecting schools as previously 1n Title I  (although many of those
who noted more flexibility also complained about it).b),   wh1ch   contains   summary   Information   on
